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Sammanfattning!
Läkemedelsindustrin har länge räknats som en av de mest innovativa industrierna med innovativa 

produkter som räddat miljontals liv. Men efter 1980-talets produktboom har innovationerna minskat i 

antal vilket resulterat i hårt pressade företag. De som arbetar med den faktiska innovationen aspekten 

av upptäckter inom dessa läkemedelsföretag är forskarna. Syftet med denna studie är att undersöka hur 

dessa forskare individuellt ser på innovation, motgångar inom arbetet och vad som krävs för att de 

skall utföra sitt jobb innovativt bra.  

 

För att ta reda på detta har en litteraturstudie gjorts samt djupintervjuer med forskare på 

läkemedelsföretag i Stockholms- och Uppsalaregionen. Under intervjuerna har en genomgående 

uppfattning försökts att uppnå om hur dessa har det på jobbet ur en innovativ synpunkt. Deras syn på 

innovation, motivation hur de ser på motgångar samt deras ultimata forskningsdrömmar har 

diskuterats. Från intervjuerna har jag fått ut faktorer som är fundamentala för innovativt arbete både i 

allmänhet men även i motgångssituationer, hur de uppfattar motgångssituationer samt vad de anser 

vara framgång.  

 

Resultatet om vilka viktiga innovationsparametrar som behövs överensstämmer med teorin om 

innovativ framgång. En stor saknad av flera dessa faktorer uppgavs av alla intervjumedverkande. 

Framförallt vikten av tid, möjlighet till lateralt tänkande via spontana möten med kollegor och den 

hämmande enorma byråkratin och styrningen inom bolagen. De visade sig också att 

forskningsanställda inte uppfattade motgångssituationer som faktiska motgångar utan en tillhörande 

faktor och del inom yrket. Hälften uttryckte heller ingen tro eller strävan att deras arbete en dag skulle 

bli kommersialiserat och hjälpa människor.  
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Abstract!
The pharmaceutical industry has long been regarded as one of the most innovative industries, with 

ingenious products that have saved millions of lives. However, after the 1980s boom, innovation has 

stagnated, resulting in a high level of pressure being placed on companies. The people who work with 

the actual innovative aspect of discovery in these companies are the researchers. The purpose of this 

study is to examine how these scientists individually perceive innovation as well as setbacks in their 

work and what is required of them to perform innovatively. 

In order to find the answer to this, literature studies have been compiled together with interviews with 

scientists at pharmaceutical companies in the Stockholm and Uppsala region. In the course of the 

interviews, the main objective was to receive a broad view on how their working conditions from an 

innovation standpoint. During the interviews, the discussions were based on the researchers’ 

perspective of innovation, motivation, how they view setbacks as well as their ultimate research 

dream. From the interviews, I have extrapolated factors which are fundamental considerations for 

innovative work, both generally and in setback situations. Moreover, how setback situations are 

perceived, and what is considered to be success. 

The result from the interviews regarding innovation parameters is consistent with the theory of 

innovation success. All interviewees reported a significant absence of several of these factors. Above 

all, the importance of time, the possibility of lateral thinking through spontaneous meetings with 

colleagues and obstacles created by huge bureaucracy and control. The research staff did not perceive 

setback situations as actual setbacks but instead they deemed it as an associated factor in their 

profession. Half of those interviewed expressed no faith in the fact that pursuit of their work would 

result in a commercialized product that would help people in need. 
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1.!INTRODUCTION!!
1.1 The History of Medicine 
The history of medicine is one of the most impressive eras of human achievement. The largest growth 

in the pharmaceutical industry occurred after World War II, with the discovery of Penicillin as the 

pivotal point. The Post-War boom in the sector is well known with the spin-off being a massive 

explosion of innovative new products that have saved millions of lives. For thirty years the 

combination of fortuitous drug discovery and innovative technology together with the human virtues 

of imagination, perseverance and hard work have propelled medicine forward.  However, by the late 

70s these dynamic forces had become exhausted resulting in a slowing-down of the process (Le Fanu 

2011).  

 

This lull over recent decades has been a major issue of concern for the pharmaceutical industry. The 

sector and its executives have been under pressure for several years now regarding the lack of 

innovation in the form of creating new drugs.  

 

Today, the exploding costs of R&D departments are not linear with the number of new drugs being 

approved. The latest problems that large pharmaceutical companies are facing concern expiration of 

patents covering their blockbuster drugs which has resulted in an enormous loss of revenue. In 

addition, constantly growing regulations and stricter rules have exacerbated the difficult road to 

growth and development that pharmaceutical companies have had to face (Jimenze 2012).  

 

However, some of the large companies have survived from the mid-1940s, during this whole period of 

innovation and development. Of all the pharmaceutical companies in business today, 12 % of them 

have survived over a 62-years period by handling and maintaining innovation within the company 

(Munos 2009). 

1.2 Research Issue 
With this up-to-date debate the pharmaceutical industry has, in recent years, been discussed and 

analysed in several articles from a management, organization and economic perspective. The 

innovation debate is a sensitive subject where a society’s health depends on companies who, in the 

end, need and wish to deliver high profitability. The scientific researchers are those in the company 

who are actually the source of the innovation. The focus on management and organisational structure 

is of course important, however, how will the industry exit from this negative spiral when there is little 

understanding regarding how these researches perceive and achieve innovation and the framework to 
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work innovatively. The comprehension of the individual perspective of this issue is of fundamental 

importance to the whole organisation. 

 

The aim of this study is to examine how research employees at pharmaceutical companies are 

managing to be and stay innovative in the current restricted and exhausted situation that they are in. In 

order to understand this we need to comprehend their view on innovation and what parameters are 

important for them. The research question is the following: 

Research question 
• How do research employees view setback situations and how does this offset them from 

working innovatively?  

 

In order to answer these questions different parameters need to be identified and listed. This will be 

executed by a literature study and interviews of professionals in this area. This is important because 

there is a current information gap regarding this subject. The findings and results of this paper will be 

helpful for future innovative development within the pharmaceutical companies. Several advantages 

would arise, should managers and management have an insight into how the researcher experiences 

innovation in his or her work. 
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Figure!1.!R&D!spending!by!U.S.5based!pharmaceutical!companies!between!1995!and!2002!correlated!with!

number!of!approved!NMEs!(Cockburn!2004).!

 

2.#THEORETICAL!FRAMEWORK!!
2.2 Current overview of the pharmaceutical industry 
The productivity of the pharmaceutical industry has declined during the last several decades (Hopkins 

et al. 2007; Garnier 2008). The pharmaceutical companies response to this has been to spend more on 

their research activities. For an individual drug company, productivity is defined as the rate at which 

new drugs are produced relative to the rate of R&D spending (Cockburn 2004).  

 

The cost of a successful drug form the commencement of its development to it being on the store 

shelves is approximately 1 billion dollars. All failure attempts are included in this cost (DiMasi et al. 

2003). The large cost depends partly on the long process of approximately 10-15 years involved in 

drug development. However, the exploding costs in the R&D departments are not linear with the 

number of new drugs being approved. Many large pharmaceutical companies estimate that they need 

to produce on average 2-3 New Molecular Entities (NMEs) per year in order to meet the growth 

objectives; none of them have ever approached this level. Unmet medical needs are also increasing 

due to knowledge of diseases being more complex and more difficult to understand now and, 

therefore, it is difficult to control the research, and drug targets are more difficult to attack (Cockburn 

2004).  
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Figure!2.!The!most!productive!companies,!with!most!approved!

NMEs!since!1950.!

21!companies!have!produced!half!of!all!the!NMEs!that!have!

been!approved!since!1950,!although!half!of!these!companies!no!

longer!exist.!(Munos!2009).!

 

Regulation of R&D development is also rigorous and has become stricter over time (Garnier 2008).  

Several large pharmaceutical companies are facing yet another problem, adding to their difficulties, in 

the form of a ‘Patent Cliff’ phenomenon, which means that blockbuster drugs’ patents are expiring. As 

a result, the pharmaceutical industry is facing revenue loss amounting to billions (Jimenze 2012).  

 

Therefore, higher costs, less productivity, stricter regulations, the patent cliff and lack of innovative 

models are putting the pharmaceutical companies in a highly challenging position. To overcome the 

enormity of their situation they will need to come to appreciate that the models they are using now are 

not working and they need to do something in order for the green shoots of growth to emerge once 

again. Consequently, companies will be required to respond by being more innovative in both the 

production process and development.  

 

4300 companies (2009) are engaged in drug innovation and since 1950 the Us Food and Drug 

Administration have approved 1,222 NMEs. Of these 4300 companies only 261 of them has registered 

a NME since the 1950s. 32 of these 261 companies (12 %) have existed for a 63-years period and the 

other 229 (88%) have been acquired, merged or failed. 

 

The innovation pace of NMEs has been 

at a constant rate for more then 60 years. 

It illustrates that the drug companies are 

not producing more NMEs today then 

they did 60 years ago (Munos 2009).  

The costs have on the other hand grown 

exponentially by 13,4% annually since 

the 1950s. This proves once more that 

the capacity and effectiveness of the 

existing R&D model is not working for 

today’s expectations and demands. 

During the 1980s and 90s the large 

pharmaceutical companies had amazing 

growth due to a series of blockbuster 

drugs. The quick hits had already been 

made as with gastrointestinal disorders 

or heart disease. The diseases that have 

to be conquered with blockbusters today 
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include various forms of cancer or Alzheimer’s. These have been much harder nuts to crack. Advances 

in genetics and biochemistry have lead to the discovery that there are far more body interactions to 

take into account and to study (Michaels 2001).  

 

The industry’s transformation over these last two decades has been radical. The conservative and 

science-based business as it had been before has not transformed with the same efficiency and cost-

effective focus as the telecom and automotive sectors. Today, it is a huge high-productivity industry 

with profitability depending on the launch of new products in a timely fashion (Pisano 1997).  

!

2.3 Innovation  
The word innovation is something we hear and see nearly everyday. We may find it branded about in 

almost every company description from finance to law and technical companies. They mention 

something about their ability to innovate. A company’s future allegedly depends on its innovation 

capability, and governments and the political elite take a deep interest in this hot topic too.   

 

Innovation has long been argued to be the engine of growth i.e. positive development. Innovation is 

not a new topic but has been discussed for hundreds of years. It is said that the Australian economist 

Joseph Schumpeter was the founder of modern growth theory, making him one of the world’s greatest 

economists. In 1930, he realised how development and diffusion of new technologies by profit-

seeking entrepreneurs formed the source and stimuli for economic growth (Schumpeter 1934). Robert 

Solow developed this theory further in the 1950s resulting in him being awarded a Nobel Prize for 

economic science in 1987. As a former pupil of Schumpeter, Solow argued that for sustained 

economic growth competition among firms must exist. This economic theory underpins most 

innovation management and new product development theories (Parkin et al 2008). After the Second 

World War innovation flourished in all industries, including the pharmaceutical sector, making the 

economist even more interested in the causes of economic growth. Industrial research and 

development, by others, is seen as one of the most important influences on innovation. Schumpeter 

argued that firms with R&D laboratories have become the central innovation actors (Trott 2012). 

 

Countless studies have been done regarding innovation and economic growth. However, many have 

failed to offer an understanding of how to achieve innovation. Success has been achieved in the past 

by acquiring and utilising knowledge that can be applied to new products. Maybe this can apply to the 

future as well. In organisational terms, innovation is seen as the tangible result of creative actions 

(Sundberg 2004).  
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Table!1.!Organisational!characteristics!that!facilitate!the!innovation!process!and!management!of!R&D!(Trott!

2012)!

2.2.1 Innovation in R&D projects 
The fundamental areas of R&D management is to encourage creativity and at the same time still 

manage to achieve an effective return from the R&D investment. It can be seen as a paradox to have 

formal planning in R&D with the view that research is uncovering new things that previously was 

unknown. Paul Trott states, “To try to introduce any form of planning would surely stifle creativity 

and innovation” (Trott 2012, p 324), which is part of the central dilemma facing senior managers.  

Scientists must be given the freedom to work on projects that may not be immediately beneficial for 

the company – scientific freedom, otherwise the work will become conservative and uncreative. 

 

An extensive research lasting over 40 years revealed certain organisational factors to be present in 

many successful R&D projects; and absent in failed ones, as illustrated in Table 1.  
R&D requirement Characterised by 

1. Growth orientation A commitment to long-term growth rather than short-

term profit. 

2. Organisation heritage and innovation experience Widespread recognition of the value of innovation. 

3. Vigilance and external links The ability of the organisation to be aware of its 

technology threats and opportunities. 

4. Commitment to technology and R&D intensity The willingness to invest in the long-term development 

of technology 

5. Acceptance of risk The willingness to include risky opportunities in a 

balanced portfolio 

6. Cross-functional cooperation and coordination 

within organisational structure 

Mutual respect among individuals and a willingness to 

work together across functions 

7. Receptivity The ability to be aware of, to identify and to take 

effective advantage of externally developed 

technologies. 

8. Space for creativity An ability to manage the innovation dilemma and 

provide room for creativity. 

9. Strategy towards innovation Strategic planning and selection of technologies and 

markets. 

10. Coordination of diverse range of skills Developing a marketable product requires combining a 

wide range of specialised knowledge 

11. Project management Good project management skills and systems 

12. Market orientation An awareness of the needs and changing nature of the 

market.  
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Since the 1950s, R&D activities have changed dramatically, specifically during the past 10 years. 

Nowadays, a wide range of activities is expected from R&D departments, as well as greater demands 

being placed on them becoming ever more complex. Table 2 highlights the changes in five generations 

concerning R&D in all industries. 

 

R&D generations Context Process characteristics 
First generation Black hole demand  

(1950 to mid-1960s) 
R&D as ivory tower, technology-push oriented, seen 
as an overhead cost, having little or no interaction 
with the rest if the company or overall strategy. Focus 
on scientific breakthroughs. 

Second generation Market share battle  
(mid 1960s to early 1970s) 

R&D as a business, market-pull oriented, and 
strategy-driven from the business side, all under the 
umbrella of project management and the internal 
customer concept.  

Third generation Rationalisation efforts  
(mid-1970s to mid-1980s) 

R&D as portfolio, moving away from individual 
projects view, and with linkages to both business and 
corporate strategies. Risk-reward and similar methods 
guide the overall investments. 

Fourth generation Time-based struggle  
(early 1980s to mid-1990s) 

R&D as integrative activity, learning from and with 
customers, moving away from a product focus to a 
total concept focus, where activities are conducted in 
parallel by cross-functional teams. 

Fifth generation Systems integration  
(mid-1990s onward) 

R&D as a network, focusing on collaboration within a 
wider system – involving competitors, suppliers, 
distributors etc. The ability to control product 
development speed is imperative, separating R from 
D. 

Table!2.!Description!of!five!generations!of!the!R&D!process!by!Nobelius!(2004)!

 

According to Paul Trott (2012) the traditional role of a research scientist is being replaced. The world 

expert in a particular field who uses a narrow-focus approach to uncover new and cheaper ways of 

producing products and chemicals, is giving way to today’s scientific researcher whose attributes 

include an ability to interact with a wide variety of external organisations. Naturally, this increases an 

awareness of market change,  the activities of competitors and the pharmaceutical sector in general.  

 

2.3.2 Individual innovation  
The individual has an important role to play within the industrial innovation process (Martins and 

Terblanche 2003). It is the individual who has ideas, performs and makes connections that lead to 

innovation. It has been shown that the individual is critical and Rubeststein (1976) argues that the 

organizational structure, a formal decision-making process and other formal aspects are not necessary 

conditions for successful technological innovation, as it is essentially a people process. 

 

It is the scientists and researchers in the pharmaceutical companies that come up with the new 

products. Therefore, it is more interesting and vital to understand how they feel about innovation and 

how they need to work innovatively.  
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2.3 Structure of the pharmaceutical Sector 
Pharmaceutical companies can all be divided into three divisions related to size. We have small, 

medium and large ones. The large companies go under the nickname “Big Pharma” and they have 

long been considered as the main players that dominate the industry. Their revenue is in excess of $3 

billion, and/or R&D spending exceeds $50 billion (Munos 2009).  Over the past 20 years Big Phama 

has decreased by over 50%, due to the difficulties they have experienced.  But they are still enormous 

companies on the market. By dominating the industry their profitability and revenue is in effect 

controlling the direction in which research areas are moving and subsequently which diseases have a 

chance to be cured (Law 2006).  

 

The larger companies are not better in the innovation aspect. Since 2004, small companies have 

consistently matched or outperformed the larger ones. Since the 1980s their share of NMEs has almost 

tripled from ∼25% to 70%. The larger ones have on the other hand declined form ∼75% to 35%. One 

reason for this is that smaller companies are managing to be more focussed on innovation due to their 

size. Small firms can explore and investigate far more areas then the more conservative larger 

companies. In fact, they are closer to innovation networks and maintain a higher focus on research. 

Needless to say that the bureaucracy that comes with a growing company hampers decision-making 

and as a result the innovative processes itself.  

 

When larger companies focus on revenues, their target market share interest is bigger then the smaller 

ones. An orphan drug, which affects approximately 200,000 patients, is a focus that smaller companies 

often have. The regulatory and safety concerns are lower for drugs meeting an unmet medical need, 

which these orphan drugs often do (Munos 2009). 

 

To tackle a thinning pipeline, a merger or an acquisition has often been seen as a good strategy.  

Bernard Munos (2009) suggests that small companies can boost, if only slightly, the effectiveness of 

NME output with this strategy. For larger ones the NME output is not affected by such a strategy. 

M&A for a small company often results in an extra push and boost that makes their research get to the 

market. It is not rare for larger firms to acquire the smaller ones in the hope that their research 

ideas/products will benefit profitability. In addition, the smaller firms do not possess the same 

economies of scale regarding marketing and sales capabilities, which, in turn, effectively makes them 

a net beneficiary from an M&A as well.  

!

!

!

!
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3!small!
3!

medium!
9!large!

3.#METHODOLOGY!!
This study consists of theoretical research and interviews for the purpose of exploring how research 

employees experience setback situations, and to identify the most significant parameters for them to 

continue working innovatively in the pharmaceutical industry,. Interviews were necessary and 

involved exploratory aspects all for the purpose of obtaining an in-depth understanding and, therefore, 

answer the research question.. The interviews have contributed to extensive data. I encountered 

considerable enthusiasm from the interviewees, which is indicative of the relevance of this study and 

topic. 

 

3.1 Qualitative method 
The chosen method of this study is qualitative. This will give me a possibility to get an insight into the 

problem and obtain a broader understanding of the situation for researchers at pharmaceutical 

companies. The interviews were semi-structured, which means I had prepared questions and subjects 

before the interviews. Moreover, the objective was to get a deeper understanding in discussion format 

rather then standardized questions. Therefore, the order of questions asked differed at times, or I asked 

more questions to deepen specific areas when possible (Saunders et al., 2007). I had prepared an 

interview guide in order not to forget important questions as well as to keep the same line running 

through each interview (Appendix 1).  

 

3.2 Research population  
The interviews were with research professionals who are active in the pharmaceutical industry. I have 

had 13 face-to-face interviews and two (2) telephone interviews. Geographic distance and time was 

the main reason for the two telephone interviews. But both led to interesting discussions and 

consequently I have given them the same value as the face-to-face interviews in this study. In order for 

the participant to feel calm and speak freely I informed the interviewees that the results are to be 

presented anonymously.  

 

The 15 interviewees are working in six (6) different companies, Pfizer, Acturum (the old R&D of 

AstraZeneca Södertälje), GE 

Healthcare, Octapharma, Baxter, 

Medivir. They are all representing 

different sizes, see figure 3, 

specifically in terms of office and 

company space. Thus the interviews 

Figure!3.!The!representative!interviews!and!sizes!of!the!companies!!
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are exploring the researchers from an individual perspective, the size of the companies they are 

working for does not have an impact. It does not influence how they view innovation or what they 

need. In contrast, it provides this study with a greater data and a better insight into the industry as a 

whole.  

 

Furthermore, the amount of years in the industry differed as well ranging from approximately seven 

(7) to 30 years working as a professional in the industry. In addition, this provides us with a better 

understanding of the industry as a whole and gives us different perspectives.  

 

Three of the participants did not conduct concrete scientific research today having more managerial or 

process focused roles. However, they had considerable previous experience in the research field, and it 

was at this that the interview was directed. This may be considered as a weakness in the data, thus it 

could be more difficult for these participants to remember and separate the view of innovation 

between then and today. However, they are still working with innovative tasks in their respective 

pharmaceutical companies and I have, therefore, decided to include those results. 

3.3 Interview format  
The interviews were divided into four parts. Question 1-3 aimed at getting background information 

about the interviewees’ education as well as their previous and current work situation. I also asked 

about their view of success and their ultimate success dream as my hypothesis was that it could prove 

relevant and of interest to the thesis as a whole.  Part two (Q 4-8) was concerned with innovation and 

part three (Q 9-12) about motivation. The last, past four (Q 13-14), regarded situations – first a success 

and then a setback situation. To investigate the setback situation, which may have been experienced as 

harsh, unpleasant and even denigrating, I had to order the questions in a gentle and strategic manner in 

order not to offend any participants. Therefore, I asked several introductory questions to this sensitive 

topic which were not directly related to the research question. The reasoning behind this is self-evident 

as it assisted in obtaining a deeper perspective from the interviewees.  

3.4 Execution 
Before the interviews I cold-called pharmaceutical companies in the Stockholm and Uppsala region 

that still had research facilities left. I succinctly explained verbally to those I contacted by telephone, 

or by way of written correspondence, about the study and interview format and booked meetings 

accordingly. The interviews varied in time from 20-50 minutes depending on the participants’ 

availability and willingness to discuss. Most interviews were around 30 minutes in duration. During 

the interviews I took notes with my computer while they answered and discussed the questions.  
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3.5 Limitations  
Time may be considered the main limitation to this research. This thesis research will only extend 

through a couple of months and, therefore, the amount of conducted interviews is not representative of 

the whole industry. The interviews will also only be conducted within Sweden, specifically the 

Stockholm and Uppsala area, and hence cultural differences may not come into play as it would with a 

much larger sample of interviews.  

 

To raise the reliability of this study I chose to conduct 15 interviews. The number of participants was 

sufficient because I saw a clear, mostly shared view on the questions after the 10th interview. After 

talking to 15 research professionals I got an in-depth understanding of how they perceive and view 

innovation and setback situations. However, I am aware that it is rarely possible to generalize results 

based on qualitative studies on a small number of respondents (Saunders et al., 2007). Which means I 

cannot generalize the results to an entire industry and to all companies. The interviews are not 

representative but it gives an insight on existing beliefs, opinions and reflections, which is well 

founded and worthwhile noting. Prejudices and opinions from the person conducting the interviews 

was a risk and could easily have been reflected in the survey. To minimize this I was consciously 

aware of not jumping to conclusions, nor preparing so-called leading questions.   

3.6 Feasibility 
The pharmaceutical industry can be difficult to understand if one does not have some experience and 

knowledge. I possess knowledge about the industry due to my bachelor degree in medical science, 

however, I have not gained experience from working within the industry.  My main knowledge of this 

sector comes from the thesis work itself. It is of importance to underline that this is a first attempt at a 

management thesis, and my capability of synthesizing the issues to the actual specified research 

question may be limited.  

 

The data collection is dependent upon the willingness of professionals to be interviewed, which is a 

natural constraint on data that can be collected. 

 

 

 
 

 
!
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4.#RESULTS!
It was decided not to include the answers from the motivation question as it would result in a data 

overload. 

4.1 Setback situation 
My initial view before conducting these in-depth interviews was that there is something called a 

setback situation that occurs, for example, when the results from your work are not inline with your 

hypothesis, or when the research you have performed comes to a dead end or the project you are 

working on is closed down. My belief was originally of the nature that this experience would be hard, 

frustrating and even depressing. 

 

The interview question first stated if they have ever experienced a setback situation during their 

research career. The follow-up was how that felt and what they experienced. The answer for the first 

question was consistently yes from everyone. Several also laughed it off as a given fact and part of the 

job. The follow-up questions answer is listed in table 3.  

 
 
EXPERIENCE 

• This is the way research is.  
• There is nothing called “no results” a bad result is also a result. 
• Is would not be fun if you know what the result would be in advance, like cooking. Then you 

should not have this job. 
• Gives you new problems, new directions to work with to solve the problem. It is just the way 

it is. 
• Problem solving (and that’s what is fun). 
• Not a personal failure, it is not a failure at all. 
• It’s a positive thing. 
• The outcome to go from it requires more innovative thoughts and thinking. 
• You are always changing and improving things along the why, that is innovation, even if you 

don’t think and see it like that. 
• Used to it. 
• The setback is a stimulus; it breeds new ideas and thoughts. It is a trigger. 
• Innovation goes together with the passion for science. 
• Personality.  
• Can get even more motivated, what to show them. 
• Stand up for what you believe is true and struggle on.  
• Can become more afraid and lessen the risk taken right after. 

 
 

 

Table!3.!Summary!of!the!interviewees!experience!and!thought!of!a!setback!situation!
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The employees’ express strong feelings that setback situations are not really seen as a setback, just a 

bump on the road. It could even lead to more motivated and innovative work. “The process is a long 

complex chain with several parts that need to match, it is not your fault if it does not work out - you 

can’t control the human body”  

“It is also a lot about timing, the project you’re working on could be better-suited in years to come 

when time has caught up or the company works more in that project’s direction” 

 

However, 10 of the 15 expressed a negative feeling as a result of that “situation”. These negative 

feelings were sad, frustrating, stressful and disappointing.  

 

The overall notion from this question was that it is not seen as a “situation” as such, but more like a 

common experience that is part of this profession. The setback was not seen as a big obstacle even 

though negative feelings resulted.  

4.2 Success factor 
A question was asked at the beginning of the interview as to whether they had an ultimate success 

dream from a professional perspective. The reason for this was to explore their interest in their work 

for the purpose of it to become commercialised and help ill people as a result. The question was not 

directed to this, but rather a free question that could allow participants to think in another direction.  

Roughly half indicated their ultimate dream to be: 

“Come up with something - genius” 

  - breakthrough for patients” 

  - that tears open a fundamental view” 

  - that can be patented and introduced onto the market” 

  - succeeding”   

The other half did not have any success dream related to this. Either they did not have any at all, or 

they were more inclined towards a more personal interpretation.  

 

4.3 Parameters for the researcher to work innovatively 
In order to understand how these research employees work innovatively in a setback situation we need 

to know how they work innovatively in their everyday working life. The most effective way to 

understand this is to explore what factors they need to have at their office and/or lab.  

 

In table 1, all of the factors are listed regarding what the 15 research employees expressed as positive 

for innovative work. From the interviews I could observe that the factors all fell into a few different 

categories that I could subsequently connect. These six (6) categories are; Working Day, Climate, 

Possibility for Lateral Thinking, Management, Resources, Personality.  
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Innovations factors 
 

 
Working Day 

• Time 
• Little bureaucracy, more simplicity 
• Not working to fixed guidelines 
• Not too much limitation 
• Not too fixed and controlled 
• Not too crowded schedule 
• No too large work load 

 
Climate  

• Positive, innovative climate 
• Stimulating environment 
• Time to be in the stimulating environment 
• Open culture 
• Fun 
• Social feeling 
• Team feeling 
• Colleagues 

 
Possibility for lateral thinking 

• Mix of colleagues personality/competence 
• Read outside their area/latterly 
• Spontaneous meeting with colleagues 
• Journal clubs 
• Know what colleagues work with   
• Broad contact areas  
• Try new tasks and areas  
• Black research 
• Trips/conferences possibility for new input 

 
 
Management 

• Own responsibility 
• Recognition of colleagues/managers 
• Appreciation of colleagues/managers 
• Allowance to work innovatively from 

colleagues/manager  
• Prerequisite of above 
• Independent working possibilities 
• A desire from the company for positive 

development  
• Coaching 
• Clear goals 
• It is okay to risk and get “wrong” results 

 
Resources 

• Salary (short-term) 
• Resources 
• Not to much pressure and stress 
• Partly stress and pressure 
• Restrained (Do you mean ‘unused resources’ or 

‘resources held back’ or ‘unlimited resources’?) 
resources 

• Enough resources with staff, no lack of resources 
 
Personality 

• Consciousness of working innovatively  
• Stubborn personality 
• Positive view on problems 

Table!4.!Summary!of!the!interviewees’!opinions!of!parameters!that!are!positive!for!innovation.!
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4.3.1 How can someone work innovatively with a crowded schedule? 
Everyone mentioned time. Either they managed to define it it to the word Time, or they expressed 

dissatisfaction about their crowded workday. With too much stress and pressure to fix the everyday 

work tasks the days where over scheduled, crowded and limited. In order to work innovatively you 

need time for research, reflection and connection with others. “It is when you studied something 

intense and then let the mind process it that innovation occurs.” To study something intensive you 

need time. One day every week when the research could focus on their area as well as other areas 

would probably increase the innovation. One researcher, with a senior position, had scheduled this  

every week because he saw the importance of it.  

 

With this crowded schedules, control, massive guidelines and enormous bureaucracy there are few 

possibilities to work in an entrepreneurial manner. How can someone be innovative if this is the 

existing situation? 

4.3.2 Innovation occurs when lateral thinking is possible. 
The importance of colleagues was significant. This is partly due to the normal human need to socialize 

but mostly for discussions and spontaneous dialogue. Innovation is nurtured by spontaneous meetings 

with people where information, ideas and knowledge are exchanged. The willingness to have journal 

clubs, short seminars every week where all research sub-departments discuss about what they are 

doing are all connected to this. In order to think innovatively researchers would need to go outside 

their own specific area and read and study other aspects. It is from this lateral thinking that new ideas 

and ways to attack issues/questions develop.  

 

The environment and climate of the office/lab is also in line with this. To have an environment that 

enables and facilitates these kinds of spontaneous meetings would improve innovation enormously. 

When a company is smaller these spontaneous meetings occur naturally amongst the few employees. 

However, the bigger the company gets it becomes harder for this form of meeting to happen 

spontaneously, especially with the current lab/office interior environment that exists in the companies.  

4.3.3 The management and managers’ influence.  
The basic conditions for these research employees to work innovatively derive from the company and 

specifically the management and managers. In order to make it possible to conduct innovative research 

an allowance and willingness must occur from the management team and managers. There must be a 

prerequisite for this kind of work by others and the possibility of personal responsibility and 

independent work. Numerous interviewees mentioned the importance of recognition and appreciation 

from both colleges and managers. “People’s thoughts and opinion have a huge significance.” By 

coaching the employees with positive and negative feedback a positive development will follow. “You 

want to feel needed, not just as a “resource”.”  
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One researcher had worked in a specific company for over 20 years and could see differences in 

innovation connected to the management. “When the company was most successful it depended on the 

management teams motivating skills. They managed to put the work into a larger perspective and 

were good at framing the amount of people that suffered from this particular disease, how many have 

tried before to find a solution etc. It gave an overall positive attitude.” This is in line with the theory 

that innovation and management go hand in hand.   

4.3.4 Personality 
Only 3 of the 15 mentioned that a certain personality is favourable when working as a researcher. It is 

a low percentage of all those interviewed, but this does not necessarily mean that it reflects reality; it 

could be a given but unconscious fact.  One of the mentioned personality qualities is to be stubborn in 

many aspects, partly you need to have the capacity to stand up and fight for what you believe is right. 

Moreover, stubbornness may be viewed as a prerequisite in order to have the energy to overcome the 

bureaucracy. “It's almost like I hesitate before submitting an idea or the such because of the 

troublesome and long processes. "   

 

One scientist mentioned that in order to work innovatively you must be aware of it, actively thinking 

of it, otherwise you focus too much on everyday working tasks and are overwhelmed by an overly 

detailed view of problems. A researcher also mentioned a positive characteristic of importance i.e. to 

view problems from a positive angle instead of a negative one “It is the optimistic and positive people 

who survive in the long run.” What was mentioned by a large part of the participants was the 

willingness and desire to solve problems. That was the reason to choose and like this profession and 

the common personality factor.  

4.4 Working innovatively in a setback situation 
A question was asked in order to explore if it became harder to work innovatively.  
 

The largest amount (8) did not experience that the innovation mind-set and work was affected. Four 

(4) people experienced only an effect the next day and one (1) said it differed depending on the case. 

Only two (2) of the 15 researchers experienced a reaction on the innovation from a setback situation. 

One of these two expressed the problem of letting the “setback” go, and the only way to think and 

work innovatively is to think freely. The other expressed the same thought that the problem of letting 

go in order to move forward, thus not letting it play on the mind.  

 

The follow-up question was “What did you do to keep thinking and working innovatively?” Many 

researchers expressed once again that it was typical of research, and there are no easy tips and methods 

to be deployed. The 15 employees did manage as a whole to list nine (9) things they did, and others 

did not know if there was something they could do or simply did nothing.  
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Let's!go!&!think!
freely!

Talk!to!others!so!
they!can!take!bring!
you!back!down!to!

Earth!

Discuss!your!
results!with!others!
for!new!ways!of!
looking!at!it.!!

Take!a!step!back!to!
gather!your!ideas!
and!information!

Moan!and!dwell!on!
it!for!a!day!!

Rethink!and!try!
new!things!to!see!it!

differently!

Go!back!to!the!
literature!(1!week)!!

Have!clear!and!
increased!

communication!
within!the!team!

Take!half!a!day,!or!
a!day!with!the!team!
to!cope!and!talk!

about!it!

13%!

27%!

53%!

7%!

Was)it)hard)to)work)innovativly)in)a)
setback)situation?)

Yes!(2)! No,!only!one/the!next!day!(4)! No!(8)! Case!by!case!(1)!

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ways to cope with it. 

1. Let’s go and think freely 
2. Talk to others so they can take bring you back down to Earth 
3. Discuss your results with others for new ways of looking at it. It is sometimes enough to just 

put the problem into words for you to overcome the problem. 
4. Rethink and try new things to see it differently 
5. Moan and dwell on it for a day  
6. Go back to literature to understand why, and new ways to attack the issue - for a whole week 
7. Have clear and increased communication within the team 
8. Take a step back and gather your ideas as well as information 
9. Take half a day, or a day with the team to cope and talk about it, brainstorm. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

One of the interviewees, who pointed out she did not do anything in such a situation, mentioned that 

she thought it was someone else’s responsibility.!

Figure!5.!Figurative!description!of!the!different!ways!the!participants!coped!with!setbacks.!!

Figure!4.!Percentage!response!to!the!question,!“Was!it!hard!to!work!innovatively!in!a!setback!situation?!
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5.!ANALYSIS!
 
From the interviews I have received a large amount of data and an insight into scientific researchers 

opinions and thoughts.  

5.1 Setback situation 
I did not expect that seemingly negative situations such as when results do not turn out as planned or 

when projects shut down, to be experienced in such a way as set out in the interviews.  A setback 

situation is not a “setback” it is more of a “bump on the road”, and it forms part of everyday research 

life. A result is always a result, and it is still one step forward. This situation is nothing that they take 

personally; the results depend on nature and science, not them as a scientific researcher. The situation 

is still a positive consideration because another researcher in the world does not need to research the 

same thing and money and time is saved. A development has been taken in the right direction.  

 

The perception of a setback varies substantially depending on how many years of practice one has in 

this profession. Many expressed that it was hard the first time they experienced a setback situation; 

they got demotivated, sad and negatively influenced. But after time they learned that it is part of the 

work and not personal. This is quite different to my original beliefs. I would have thought that the 

bump in the road was actually an insurmountable mountain. It is simply not viewed as a setback at all. 

However, from the interviews it appears that a certain personality is needed that fits this profession for 

the purpose of handling these “bumps”.  

 
Many of the researchers stated that it was the problem-solving act that drives them to work as 

scientific researchers. Their opinion is that it is fun to solve problems. The and harder more complex 

the problems then the more fun it is. A setback situation is seen as a hard complex problem.  

 

I consider it of interest that they do not experience a situation as a failure or setback. From my own 

opinion and what I know from the people in my close surroundings is that a situation when not going 

to plan is a de facto setback. Probably, the learning over time in this sector’s environment teaches 

them to view this setback situation in a more positive way. This is partly beneficial due to the fact that 

in the world of scientific research the outcome is never sure and there is naturally more to discover. In 

order to discover the unknown you have to put investment into it, risk and even dare to fail. They 

would probably not have the desire or energy to work in this profession if they could not see a positive 

outcome when results do not go as planned or when projects shut down due to a dead end setback. As 

one interviewee indicated, “It is the optimistic and positive people who survive in the long run.” 
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However, it could also be interpreted as a rather alarming attitude. If the scientific researchers view 

this setback/bump-on-the-road situation with little or no respect then the development process may not 

be encouraged. 10 of the 15 interviewees expressed a negative feeling when this “bump” occurs, 

which indicates that the majority are in fact affected by it and have some respect for it. However, to 

not see these setbacks in a more serious manner then they do indicates a very in-detail view of their 

work. The researchers are so focused on their specific project, which is extremely detailed. Not only 

with the different areas but also with the complexity of the human body along with all its internal 

interactions. A too detailed view on their own specific work can have negative effects for motivation 

and development.  

 

5.2 Parameters for the researcher to work innovatively 
The interviewees mentioned several parameters, totalling 44, which are positive towards working 

innovatively. This indicated that they are aware of what they need, want and miss regarding their 

ability to work innovatively.  What was most alarming was the extremely high demands the company 

places on them concerning high profitability and output with the time constraints. Time is a key factor 

in this aspect especially if one considers that their day is deluged with meetings, bureaucracy and 

administrative work that is mainly seen as unnecessary. As a result, my interview sample had little 

time to be creative and focus on their specific research. An understanding existed about the company 

needs to develop be profitable, but with the current conditions for the researchers it would appear that 

the companies are smothering their main assets – the researchers - resulting in a decrease of 

innovation and therefore profitability.  

 

From the theory of organisational characteristics that are successful in R&D projects and absent in 

failed ones, table 1, we can see that several of these aspects were mentioned by the interviewees. This 

theory was never provided to them during the interviews, they listed parameters themselves upon 

questioning. The fact that the participants together pointed out 8 (highlighted in table 1) of the 12 

parameters from the theory is of great interest.  
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Table!1.!Organisational!characteristics!that!facilitate!the!innovation!process!and!management!of!R&D!(Trott!

2012)!

 

 
R&D requirement Characterised by 

1. Growth orientation A commitment to long-term growth rather than short-

term profit. 

2. Organisation heritage and innovation experience Widespread recognition of the value of innovation. 

3. Vigilance and external links The ability of the organisation to be aware of its 

technology threats and opportunities. 

4. Commitment to technology and R&D intensity The willingness to invest in the long-term development 

of technology 

5. Acceptance of risk The willingness to include risky opportunities in a 

balanced portfolio 

6. Cross-functional cooperation and coordination 

within organisational structure 

Mutual respect among individual and a willingness to 

work together across functions 

7. Receptivity The ability to be aware of, to identify and to take 

effective advantage of externally developed 

technologies. 

8. Space for creativity An ability to manage the innovation dilemma and 

provide room for creativity. 

9. Strategy towards innovation Strategic planning and selection of technologies and 

markets. 

10. Coordination of diverse range of skills Developing a marketable product requires combining a 

wide range of specialised knowledge 

11. Project management Good projects management skills and systems 

12. Market orientation An awareness of the needs and changing nature of the 

market.  

 

 

 

1. Growth orientation & 4. Commitment to technology and R&D intensity 

One interviewee, who has worked for over 20 years in research at three different companies, could 

observe a difference from an economical and profitability aspect. “It was more of a long-term aspect 

before, today it is supposed to pay back very quickly”.  He argued about the difficulties of this aspect 

resulting in more stress that is negative overall.  

 
2. Organisation heritage and innovation experience. To have a widespread recognition and value of 

innovation is an important factor. This was a factor stated from the interviews. “A desire from the 

company (management) for positive development” This can be seen as an obvious factor, but it is 

nevertheless no less important. The parameter “Allowance to work innovatively from 
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Table!5.!Summary!of!the!interviewees’!positive!innovation!factors!for!lateral!thinking!to!occur.!

colleges/manager” fits into this category too. As well as what one researcher pointed out about the 

importance to be aware of what you are as a scientific research working innovatively. With 

recognition and understanding of the value of innovation the work in return becomes more innovative.  

 

5. Acceptance of risk.  

Two scientists, who have worked in the industry for over 25 years, have seen a difference in the 

dynamics of the scientific community. “The more you tighten the bow, the more risk you take and the 

higher the chances are that things go wrong. This is less acceptable in the scientific community today 

which is a huge problem because in order to discover and be innovative you have to tighten the bow”.  

This is a contradiction to what the industry wants in the end - new innovative 

products/processes/findings. To get there risks need to be taken. Another researcher pointed out that 

“it is okay to risk and get wrong results” which further supports this acceptance of risk factor.  

 

6. Cross-functional cooperation and coordination within organisation structure & 10. Coordination of 

diverse range of skills 

Mutual respect among individuals and a willingness to work together across functions are key features 

to developing a marketable product that requires a wide range of specialised knowledge to be 

combined. This was clearly stated in the interviews, and there even existed a certain willingness that 

this should be intensified. Many knew that significant innovative ideas originate from lateral thinking. 

All the parameters set out in table 5 below indicate this.  

 

 

A place were spontaneous meetings can occur between colleagues working within different areas and 

with different knowledge would be of value. This place should be a centralised location within the 

company where the environment is relaxed and positive. It may be a restaurant or café environment 

where people meet, talk and discuss. Currently, many of the research environments are long corridors, 

especially in universities, or divided into offices. Open landscape offices are not common, and it is not 

always possible in scientific research work. Therefore, it is even more important to create an ambience 

where meetings may spontaneously occur. This focal point would then act as a pre-requisite to the 

Possibility for lateral thinking 
• Mix of colleagues personality/competence 
• Read outside their area 
• Spontaneous meetings with colleagues 
• Journal clubs 
• Know what colleagues are work with and working on 
• Broad contact areas  
• Try new tasks and areas  
• Black research 
• Trips/conferences possibility for new input 
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process of lateral thinking can start. One may discusses his or her research/thoughts/opinions and the 

other his or her new ideas and thinking. Thus, initiating the creative process via dialogue.  

 
Generally, it may be observed that the pharmaceutical industry has tended to become more 

fragmented. It is the smaller entrepreneurial companies that are providing more NMEs, The major 

value is no longer created by the large companies (Sundgren 2004). A reason for this is probably that 

spontaneous meetings are a more common occurrence, and this may in part be responsible for their 

success.   

 

8. Space for creativity 

The most common factor mentioned by all the participants was the desire to have more time. Time is 

necessary in order to promote lateral thinking, develop cross-function cooperation and combine a wide 

range of specialised knowledge as described above.. The theory states that all companies accept a 

there is a need to set aside time for creativity, as freedom of research and its demands on time may 

have profitable results. About 10 per cent of a scientist’s time should be spent on autonomous research 

projects (Trott 2012, p. 327). I did not have a specific question about the amount of free research time 

the participants have. But the responses set out in table 6 below were all indicators of dissatisfaction.  

 
Working day 

• Time 
• Little bureaucracy, more simplicity 
• Not too stringent work guidelines 
• Not too framed days  
• Not too much control 
• Not too crowded schedule 
• No too big work load 

 

 

The need for spontaneous meetings also falls under this criterion. In order to promote and nurture this 

creativity a space is needed in the form of a certain environment. 
Working Environment 

• Positive, innovative climate 
• Stimulating environment 
• Time to be in the stimulating environment 
• Open culture 
• Fun 
• Social feeling 
• Team feeling 
• Colleagues 

 

 

Table!7.!Summary!of!the!interviewees’!positive!innovation!factors!regarding!the!working!environment.!

Table!6.!Summary!of!the!interviewees’!positive!innovation!factors!regarding!their!working!day.!
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11. Project Management 

Good project management skills and systems are required for innovation. This coincides with the 

management parameters the interviewees listed. Motivation is central in this aspect and is supported 

with theory. Motivation is a crucial factor to accomplish a successful organization (Grager 2002).  

 
Management 

• Own responsibility 
• Recognition of colleagues/managers 
• Appreciation colleagues/managers 
• Allowance to work innovatively from colleagues/manager  
• Prerequisites for the above 
• Independent working possibilities 
• A desire from the company to promote positive development  
• Coaching 
• Clear goals 
• It is okay to risk and get “wrong” results 

 
 

 

One researcher has worked for the same company for over 20 years and could see a difference in 

innovation connected to management. “When the company was most successful it depended on the 

management teams motivating capabilities. They managed to put the work into a larger perspective 

and were good at framing how many people that suffered from this particular disease and how many 

have tried before to get a result. It gave an overall a positive attitude." 

 

To sum-up, there are many aspects to take into consideration in order to encourage innovation and 

make it flourish for scientific research. Several of these parameters presented in table 5, 6, 7 and 8 

already existed in some companies. However, there were serious lacunae regarding time and the 

working environment to stimulate spontaneous meetings. The management and leaders of 

pharmaceutical company need to focus more resources and time on their employees. They cannot set 

such high standards and prerequisites without offering and providing something in return. The reason 

for these constrains and higher stress levels is the generally depressed situation the whole industry is 

facing as discussed in the beginning. However, the only way for companies to develop and improve 

their profitability, other than by diversifying into new sectors, is by new innovative 

products/processes/NMEs. The question is, who is going to bring this about? The answer is simply the 

researchers. If they do not have the necessary time for creative thinking and working then there is little 

chance that innovation will flourish. For the management to get what they want i.e. profitability, they 

need to invest in their employees and treat them as significant members of the same team.  

 

 I got the feeling that the management and the researcher were not working for the same company; the 

level of diversity was that large. However, it should be noted that my analyses was focused from the 

Table!8.!Summary!of!the!interviewees’!positive!innovation!factors!regarding!management.!
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researchers’ perspective and I have no input on how the management reflect on this problem, which is 

beyond the scope of this thesis. On the other hand, the conclusion we may draw is that is seems likely 

that the management lack overall knowledge and understanding regarding the researchers’ attitudes 

and needs.   

 

5.3 Working innovatively in a setback situation 
8 out of 15 did not experience any detrimental difference or negative affect after a setback regarding 

their innovative capacity and work. 4 (four) answered that they were affected in some way only the 

day after the setback and only 2 said that they were affected by it and 1 said it depended on case by 

case. From the sample I questioned, a substantial majority did not think that they were negatively 

affected by the setback.  However, 10 out of the 15 expressed a negative feeling as a result of that 

“situation” occurring.  

 

Regarding the ways to cope with a setback situation, the 15 employees managed to list 9 things that 

they performed, and many did not know what to do or merely did nothing. They were, as we have seen 

in this thesis, able to list parameters for positive innovation work. But they had a harder time to list 

and know what to do when the innovation process had a setback. This indicates that a setback situation 

is not really of great concern to the researchers. If these situations could in fact be positive, as the 

interviewees stated, then it would follow that they definitely should be taken into consideration in 

order to get the most from it. The opinion that they had with innovation being fostered, triggered and 

even positive in a setback situation does not seem as though they are taking advantage of it by only 

listing 9 parameters.  

 

One of the interviewees pointed out that she refrained from doing anything to maintain and support 

innovation in a setback situation, and she was one of the two who was negatively affected by it. She 

mentioned that she thought it was someone else’s responsibility. Therefore, it appears that the 

researcher does not even think of it as her own responsibility to be innovative in a setback situation. 

For people who work with development in the form of research it is crucial that they themselves 

understand their one personal importance when it comes to innovation. During the interviewing 

process I interpreted it more as a cry of dissatisfaction towards their working environment.  

5.4 Success factor 
Approximately half of the participants did not have any success dream related to improving the health 

of patients or to realise a commercial product. Either they did not have any at all, or they were more 

orientated towards personal goals.  
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My original thought was that the ultimate success dream would be for everyone working within health 

research to be helping and improving citizens’ health and lives with their work. The question I asked 

was not directed towards this answer but was structured in an open form. This could have made some 

participants think freely, even if they so wished. It may be considered that this also reflects how 

unaware they are of this bigger picture. I would consider this as a serious issue. Basically, if those 

responsible for the innovation that goes into health research are actually not thinking of this main 

reason, then who will?  

 

5.5 Scientific researchers disinterest and disbelief that their work can become 
commercialized.  
Approximately half of the participants did not have any success dream related to improving the health 

of patients or to realise a commercial product. Either they did not have any at all, or they were more 

orientated towards personal goals. One man, active in the industry for over 20 years, said that he did 

not anymore. Implying that he did have previously.  

 

This together with the results compiled from setback situation (5.4) and the discussion above supports 

my consideration that researchers do not seem to have an interest in the commercialising aspect of the 

fruits of their labours. Could it be a reflection of dissatisfaction and hopelessness that they are feeling 

towards the system that hampers their possibility to be entrepreneurial? Is it that the detailed everyday 

work is taking over and prevents researchers to view their work in the bigger picture?  Or do they 

actually have a disinterest towards their work becoming products on the market? Whatever the answer 

the effect is that this is a highly significant issue affecting the drive to innovate new products. This has 

a negative impact on the managers who strive for profitability, but also on society who needs and 

hopes for new drugs that can cure or ease illnesses. 

 

One researcher who worked for the same company for over 20 years could see a difference in 

innovation connected to management.. “When the company was most successful it depended on the 

management teams motivating capabilities. They managed to put the work into a larger perspective 

and were good at framing how many people that suffered from this particular disease and how many 

have tried before to get a result.” Another interviewee expressed that “She sometimes needs and 

wants more understanding of the relevance of the work she has achieved”.   

 
 

5.6 The pharmaceutical industry’s’ dynamics between different company sizes. 
Since the 1980s the smaller companies have produced more NMEs then the larger ones. The large 

pharmaceutical companies have decreased their NME share from ∼75% to 35%, while small 

companies have increased theirs from ∼23% to 70% since the 1980s (Munos 2009). During my 
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interviews I visited different sized companies. What was interesting was how the satisfaction of the 

innovation parameter differed between the interviewees. I could see a pattern of a greater 

dissatisfaction from the employees working within a large company compared to the small and 

medium-sized ones. The bigger the company, the more the interviewees talked about how strict 

regulations and bureaucratic the company was, making it harder for innovative work as discussed 

above.  

 

Small firms can explore and investigate far more areas then the more conservative larger ones mainly 

by being closer to innovation networks and maintaining a higher focus on research. The bureaucracy 

that comes with a growing company size hampers decision making and, therefore, the processes 

involved. (Munos 2009). 

 

In smaller sized companies it is more natural and easier to be around colleagues thus having 

opportunities for spontaneous meetings which fosters innovative thinking and ideas. The larger 

companies have been out of the loop for a while due to their decreasing NME output and revenue 

which in turn places pressure on management resulting in time constraints and adding pressure on 

their research employees (Le Fanu 2011).  The stress and pressure that these companies are under have 

a weighing-down effect spread over the entire organization including the researchers. However, as 

previously mentioned the issues regarding innovation will not be addressed by placing constraints on 

factors that are essential for innovation.  
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6.#CONCLUSION!
 
The pharmaceutical industry is facing higher costs, less productivity, stricter regulations, the patent 

cliff phenomenon as well as a lack of innovative models.  These aspects along with the fact that the 

illnesses and diseases we are now facing are becoming more and more complex and subsequently 

more difficult to find cures for. In particular, the next blockbuster drugs will be directed at various 

forms of cancer or Alzheimer’s, however, these have proven to be much harder nuts to crack. 

Advances in genetics and biochemistry have lead to the discovery that there are far more body 

interactions to take into consideration and study (Michaels 2001).  

 

The industry’s transformation over the last two decades has been radical. The conservative and 

science-based business that it once was has not transformed itself with the same efficiency and cost-

effectiveness as the telecom and automotive sectors. Nowadays, the pharmaceutical sector is a huge 

high-productivity industry with profitability depending on the launch of new products in a timely 

fashion (Pisano 1997). This adds to further stress and pressure on the larger companies, which is in 

effect hampering innovation.  

 

For companies to reach high profitability thresholds there is a need for both the managers and the 

researches to improve certain factors, to rethink and change mind-set. Management and scientists must 

row the ‘pharmaceutical boat’ in the same direction, as they are dependent on each other. Researchers 

should be empowered with the desire to have their work commercialised whilst management should 

ease up on time and bureaucratic restraints in order to improve the possibility for lateral and creative 

thinking.  

 

A setback may be construed as hard and even depressing, but actually this is not the case. This 

indicates that researchers still have a large desire and love for their profession, but only in relation to 

their own detailed work. The fact that half of the interviewees did not mention their ultimate success 

factor to be their work to commercialise and help society is concerning to say the least. Either they are 

hampered by the system they are working within which is making it impossible for the researchers to 

be entrepreneurial, or they have no desire to miss a “bigger picture view”. Both are serious issues in an 

industry where the end product is supposed to be new and innovative geared to improving and saving 

lives. They need to get away from the extremely specific focus they have on their own work.  

 

Finally, management should consider improving the researcher’s working environment. Today the 

researchers have enormous requests placed upon them, with little time for innovative and creative 
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work owing to inflexible routines and bureaucratic control. With these conditions in place, innovation 

will not flourish but be hampered. For innovation to flourish, time is truly of the essence. Time for 

“lateral thinking”, which can happen with spontaneous meetings as in cafe structure or other centrally 

located meeting points within the company.    
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!

Figures and Tables 
!

FIGURES 

Figure 1. R&D spending by U.S.-based pharmaceutical companies between 1995 and 2002 correlated 

with the number of approved NMEs (Cockburn 2004). 

Figure 2. The most productive companies, with most approved NMEs since 1950. 

21 companies have produced half of all the NMEs that have been approved since 1950, although half 

of these companies no longer exist. (Munos 2009). 

Figure 3. The representative interviews and sizes of the companies  

Figure 4. Response in percentage to the question “Was it hard to work innovatively in a setback 

situation? 

Figure 5. Figurative description of the different ways the participants coped with setbacks.  

 

TABLES 

Table 1. Organisational characteristics that facilitate the innovation process and the management of 

R&D (Trott 2012). 

Table 2. Description of five generations of the R&D process by Nobelius (2004) 

Table 3. Summary of the interviewees experience and thoughts regarding a setback situation 

Table 4. Summary of the interviewees’ opinion of parameters, which are positive for innovation. 

Table 5. Summary of the interviewees’ positive innovation factors to promote lateral thinking. 

Table 6. Summary of the interviewees’ positive innovation factors regarding the working day. 

Table 7. Summary of the interviewees’ positive innovation factors regarding the working 

environment. 

Table 8. Summary of the interviewees’ positive innovation factors regarding management. 
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9.#APPENDIX!
9.1 Interview guide  
!
The work situation 

1. What is your background? 
- Was it always clear for you from the onset to work with research? 

 
2. What do you count as a success factor in your work? 
3. What is your ultimate, dream of success?  

Innovation 
4. Do you think you have an innovative job?  
5. Do you work or have worked innovatively? 
6. What factors do you think are positive and beneficial for innovative 
work? 
7. What does your employer do to encourage innovation and new ideas? 
8. Are there any parameters that you miss and would like to see more of? 

 
Motivation 

9. What do you think motivates you? 
10.What parameters do you feel are important for you to be motivated at 
work? 
11. Does your workplace do something to maintain your motivation? 
12. Are there any parameters you miss and would like to see more of? 

 
Success / setback situations 

13. Are there any specific projects / work that has gone very well? 
a. How did it feel? 
b. What factors do you think played a crucial role for it to go well? 
c. Do you think it could have been done even better? 
If yes - in what ways do you think it could have been done better? 
 
14. Have you at any time during your working life experienced a period 
when you had very few or no results? Project / work 
a. How did it feel? 
b. Was it hard to be motivated in such a situation? 
- Yes / No. How did you find the motivation? 
 
c. Was it difficult to innovate in such a situation? 
- Yes / No. How did you manage to continue to be innovative? 

 
Is there something you wish to add or feel that I have missed in my questioning regarding this topic? 
 
 
 


